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ABSTRACT 

Florida State University instituted a mandatory 
sy.stem to be used in aaking promotion and tenure decisions, in which 
teaching. faculty were rated by their students. Under an agreement 
jiith Michigan State University, the Student Instructional Rating 
System (SIRS) was adapted for use on the Florida State caopus. Since 
.the data were to be used to compare student ratings of faculty in 
diverse learning environaents, a strategy for norming across relevant 
course characterisirics was developed which involved the definition of 
nine course types. Six course size groupings, six course levels^ and 
six faculty ranks were also included. Thus, instru4;tors who taught 
large, undergraduate lecture courses and instructors who conducted 
small graduate-level seoinars or laboratory courses were^ coapared 
according to different norms. The generation of differential norms 
for coDparing the ratings of diverse faculty resulted in more valid 
and equitable use of such data for prcmotion- and tenure decisions. 
The results indicated that neither course type, class size, level of 
students, nor faculty rank had any major iapact on student ratings of 
teachers. Full professors^ however, were rated as slightly more 
coBDBtent in their professional areas than faculty of other ranks. 
The adapted SIRS forms are appended. (Author/HV) 
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The use of student ratings of faculty performance in colleges and 
universities has increased greatly over the past decade. Originally 
designed to provide feedback to the instructor, many such rating 
systems are now used to make decisions concerning the promotion and 
tenure of university faculty (Meyer i Smith, ^1S76). Questions as 
to the validity of using such devices to make promotion and tenure 
decisions has led to a flurry of research which has resulted in, at 
best, conflicting evidence. Costin, Greendugh and Menges (1971) in 
their review of the literature found many studies which indicated 
a positive relationship between good ratings and learning (and, 
inferential ly, good teaching) and- other studies which indicated a 
negative or zero relationship between ratings and learning. Although 
more recent evidence has shown a positive relationship between student 
ratings and instruction (Frey, et.al., 1975), others (Hills, 1975) 
have made philosophical arguments against using student ratings of 
faculty performance to make promotion and tenure decisions. Basically 
the arguments pro and con have boiled down to two positions: (pro) 
students, as clients receiving a professional service have a right 
to evaluate that service, and (con) students are not competent to 
evaluate" faculty performance since, by definition, they are not 
sufficiently educated in the area they are being taught to be able 
to make sound decisions concerning how such material should be 
presented. This latter argument has not proven to be successful 
in determining the use of student rating systems since it has fallen 
before the politically stronger argument that those who pay for a 
service have a right to express their satisfaction or dissatisfaction 
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with how that service is provided. 

Instituting a Mandat^^FacuTtv Evaluation System: Peri ls and Pitfalfs 

In 1971, Florida State University, in response to public demands for 
accountability in higher education in Florida, instituted'a mandatory 
faculty evaluation system which required objective ratings of^faculty 
teaching performance by students. As originally specified, each faculty 
member was' to have every course he or she taught rated by students every 
quarter. Since the decision to implement a mandatory system was primarily 
a political one, and since the decision required immediate action, little 
time was available for the development of a reliable and valid system 
of student rating of faculty performance. Under an agreement with 
Michigan State University, Florida State University adapted the Student 
Instructional Rating System (SIRS) for use on its campus. By 1972, an 
ada'pted version of SIRS had been successfully implemented at Florida State 
~ and the faculty evaluation model employed by SIRS had been shown to be 
stable and replicable (Arreola, 1972). 

The original SIRS faculty evaluation model, as developed at Michigan State, 
defined five factors associated with the course and the instructor; Instructor 
Involvement, Student Interest, Student-Instructor Interaction, Course 
-Demands,^ and Course Organization. Although originally designed to provide 
feedback to the instructor for the purposes of instructional improvement, 
the analyses of thfe students' responses, called the SIRS REPORT, provided 
the instructor with certain comparative data. This comparative data 
consisted of percentile rankings showing how the instructor's ratings 
compared with others in his department and will all faculty in the 
university as a whole. Although this comparative dat^ was apparently 
useful at Michigan State University where the SIRS program was voluntary, 
at Florida State where the program was mandatory the use of percentile 
rankings proved to cause a great deal of difficulty. 

Since, under the mandatory system, faculty SIRS ratings were to be used 
for retention, promotion, and tenure decisions, an overemphasis in 
importance was placed on the percentile rank information. In some cases. 



departmental decisions were being made to promote^-facul^ty .who had percentile 
ranki.ngs greater than 80 while^facul t^;^ with perdBntile^VankTngs below 80 ' 
faced the possibility of not Ha^{*i•ng thei:r c^n.'fract^ renewed or being considered 
for promotion. Often differences^ in peiccfenjile ranks were. due' to extr,^ely 
small differences in average ratings occurring in the third or fourth decimal 
place. Thus, insignificant differences between two -instructors who had^ 
extremely good ratings were being used to make very significant decisions. 
The classic error commited in the implementation of this particular. f^Qu^ty 
evaluation reporting systepi was -i^n overlooking the fdct that one cannot • 
assume that all user's of statistical information will use it'correctly or 
understand its shortcomings. As a consequence" of such inappropriate .use 
of the SIRS results, confidence in the entire f acuity ""evaluation; system • 
was severely damaged. As an immediate measure to preclude continued misuse, 
the percentile information v/as. deXet^ed from the SIRS REPORT analyses .and 
only mean and .standard deviation informatipn was reported. This .situation 
lead to the development of an^alternative^nonnrng system. 

Development of a Differential Norming System . , ' / . ' - , 

The major criticisms of the SIRS ^nandatory faculty, evaluation system as 
Originally designed, and implemented were .(U small differences in ratings 
could produce disproportionate differences in the percentile ranks, and 
(2) the feeling by some faculty that they were being penalized unfairly^- ^ . 
since they were teaching large lecture courses to freshmen and being ' * ' * 
compared against faculty teaching all other courses including those teaching^ 
small seminars to graduate students. Although there was no hard evidence 
on which to base the idea that this was an unfair comparison, the fact that 
the faculty perceived it to be unfair was sufficT[ent reason -to try to 
develop an alternative system. In order to overcome these and other objections 
to the original SIRS program, a new system was developed; Employing the 
same basic factors measured ;by the original SIRS, plus the addition of items 
designed to obtain student perceptions of the instructor's competence in 
his field and his teaching effectiveness, , a new analysis ''model was developed 
which took into account course type, class si?e, course level, and faculty rank. 
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* Using as a base the many comments and suggestions the SIRS program had 
received from faculty, and utilizing an analysis of the many departmental ly 

•constructed rating forms, a nine-dimensional course type model was developed. 
V ^The* purpose of thas model ,was to delineate the different learning environments 
"./fSund^Uhin^the unij^rsity and, to develop differential nortrts for each one. 

'*TWiin-e course typ^ or learning environments which were identified and 
*'' 'fincorpprated '*nto -the total model are- defined below: 

• 1. Starfdard Classroom - i -i ..,-4.u 
' Conventional classropm situation. Instructor meets regularly with 
' clrfss to present and discuss course content and answer questions. 

Class structure. may include reading and written assignments and 
in-class* tests. . . 

^' Large classroom situatTon. Class meets reguarly. Instructor generalLy 
lectures or gives presentations. Little br no opportunity for individual 
tlacher'-student interaction during the class period. .-Structured course 
organization, 

^' ReT^ti^ely-smanT, group' -of students meets, on a-regular or irregular - 
basis witff instructor. Format is discussion oriented - May have guest 
presentations by resource people. Course less fomi^^Jy structured ^ 
Examples: discussion sub-sections of large courses, advanced honors 

• or graduate seminars. 

> 

4. Individual Tutorial * . . ^ • j 

Instructor meets individually with students. Assignments carried 
' out by students independently. ' Course proceeds according to progress 
of the student. Examples: tutorial instruction in music, directed 

^ individual study. 

'5. Auto Tutorial (non-computer assisted) " 
Student uses prepared course materials on an individualized, seir- 
regulated schedule. Course may make use of audio-tutorial carrels, 
slide projectors, cassette tapes, progranmed texts or other programmed 
material" Student proceeds „ at his own pace with occasional interaction 
with faculty. Examples: PSI , individualized instruction. 
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Auto Tutorial (computer assisted) 

Similar to Auto Tutorial situation above except that a computer is 
used to present material to be learned, to manage the sequence ot 
other learning materials, and measure or keep track of student 
progress and provide feedback. 



7. Laboratory ^ c i 
Student performs experiments on materials or subjects, hxampies: ^ 
chemistry, biology," psychology labs, experimental classroom situations. 

8. Psychomotor Experiences ^ , ^ j 
Psychomotor skills are being learned and refined. Examples: sports, dance, 
manipulative skills courses. 

9.. Experience Based Learning 

Student actually receives 'experience in the particular area of study. 
Examples: internships, sensitivity training, apprenticeships. 

In addition to the nine course types listed above, the learning environment 
situation's also categorized as to class size (six groupings), course level 
(six levels) and faculty rank (six ranks). Thus the.' categories form a 
9x6x6x6 matrix to produce J 944 different combinations of course type, 
class size, course level, and faculty rank. See the SIRS REQUEST FORM 
in the Appendix for complete definitions of the class size, course level 
and faculty rank categories. 

Using the System 

At the beginning of each quarter faculty are sent a SIRS REQUEST FORM 
(see Appendix) for each class they teach. • This form, with its accompanying 
instructions, enables the faculty member to describe his course as to type, 
size, level and rank of the instructor teaching it. In this way he defines 
the norm groUp or specific comparison cell in the 9 x 6 x 6 x 6 matrix to 
■ which his course belongs. Additionally^ the 'instructor may define an optional 
norm group or comparison cell for which he may also like to have normative 
SIRS data. -The optional norm group may be formed by combining many different cells, 

'v t 

When the instructor returns the SIRS REQUEST FORM to the processing center, 
a packet containing SIRS questionnaires and Faculty and Proctor 'instruction 
sheets ic prepared. See Appendix for a sample of the SIRS questionnaire 
fonn used. The packet is sent to the faculty member during the last two 
weeks of the quarter. When the instructor receives the materials, he -turns 
the forms over to a student proctor selected from the class. The instructor 
completes a form indicating the proctor's name, and'verifies that he did. 
in fact, comply with the standardized administration procedures. . 



The student proctor, reading from a' standardized script, administers the 
SIRS FORiM to the class. The proctor then signs a form certifying that the 
faculty member was not present in the room when the forms were administered. 
The completed forms are then returned by campus mail to the processing 
center where they are scanned by an NCS Sentry 70 optical scanning system. 
Once all forms for, all courses in the university have been scanned, tfie, 
data are transferred to tape and analyzed by computer. The result is a 
printout (SIRS REPORT) for each course which lists the following individual 
and normative data: 

A. Response percentages for each item of the questionnaire for the class. 

B. Means and standard deviations for each item and each'of the five SIRS 
factors for each of the following groups:.. I ' 

1. The class ' ? 

2. The department in which the class was taught. 

3. All courses in the university that were classified as to the same 
course type, class 'size, course level, and faculty rank. 

4. Any set of courses for which the instructor requested normative, 
information. 

This printout, along with the original 'SIRS FORMS which contain the students' 
written comments on.the back, are retur-ned to the faculty member by about 
the second week of the next quarter. This delay in the return of the report 
and the forms is intentfonal and serves to assure the students that their; 
grades in the course they are rating can in no way be affected by the rating 
they give the instructor since he will not see them until after the course 
is over. A copy -of an interpretation manual (SIRS INTERPRETATION MANUAL) " 
is also sent with the printout. 

In order for any faculty evaluation system to. work it must be credible 
to both the students who do'the rating and to the faculty who are being 
rated. With the present system the anonymity of the student is protected 
by having the reporting' system delay the reporting of the ratings until 
all grades have been submitted c^nd by requiring a student from the class 
■to administer the forms with the instructor not in the room. Gaining the 
the confidence of the- facujty ir. the system is another matter. 

Since the SIRS ratings are mandatory, and since the results of the ratings 
are used in promotion and tenure decisions, it is important that the results 
of these ratings be kept secure. In addition, the faculty must have some 
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confidence that the ratings are' reliable and the normative comparisons ^ 
valid. In the first instanc/. the confidential ity. of the results is 
assured by sending .all rep/rts and forms directly to the f acul ty memBer 
himself. No exceptions ysTre made }o this policy. Any copies of the 
SIRS REPORTS which are/'used for promotion and tenure decisions must 
come from the facult/ member himself. Thus he is given the oppQrtunity 
to prepare explanatory material to accompany the. report. • ' ' 

The reliability, of- student ratings of faculty performance has been 
shown to be^quite high in a vkriety of settings (Bausell ..Sdiwactz &:Pur6hn,^ 
1975^1. Thus the final obstac3e to be overcome in building confidencejji-^ 
the faculty evaluation system was in establishing a credible arid-meaningful 
set of comparison norms. " • ' ' 

♦ 

Differential Norms: Impact and Analysis v ^^-^ 

The initial impact of implementing the differential nojmiing model „destfi bed 
earlier was an interesting one. The faculty were generaJLly quite pleased 
with it sine? the comparisons were now perceived- to''6e much more equitable 
and valid. Administrative groups or groupslnaking promotion ..and tenure 
decisions, however, expressed di-ssStisf action with the model since they could 
no longfer look at a single nlimber or set of numbers and decide who was a 
"better" teacher. After an interval when some confUsion over how to use 
the new norms was raised, both the faculty and those making promotion and 
tenure decisions began finding the new norming model much easier and better 
to use. It is interesting to note that this period la^.ted for about one 
year. Even though SIRS INTERPRETATION MANUALS were distributed widely, 
it was only with continued use^of the system in actual decision-making 
situations did the value of the differential" norming model become 'apparent. 

Although there are 1944, eel Is in the norm matrix, only the norms for 28 sets' of 
combined cells will be discussed hare. .These sets of norms, shown in TABLES 
1 through 28, are for: 1) all university courses, irVespective of course type, 
class size, course level, and faculty rank, 2) all courses representing the 
nine course types, irrespective of class size, course level, or faculty 
rank, 3) all courses representing the six class size categories, irrespective 




course type, course level, or faculty rank, 4) all courses representing 
the six cpurse levels, irrespective of course type, class size, and faculty 
rank, and finally, 5) all courses representing the six faculty ranks, 
irrespective of course type, class size, and course leyel. 

"The data presented in tables 1 through 28 are the mean and standaif*d deviation 
for eacfi of the five SIRS factors and an item on the perceived competence 
of the instructor and one on the teaching effectiveness of the instructor. 
Thes? data are computed on all tl asses in each category for eight consecutive 
-academic quarters at Florida State University from the Fall of 1973 through 
(he Summer of 1975. Included in each table is the number of courses included 
in the grouping used to 'compute the norms and the totai number of individual ' 
students responding in those classes. In each case, since the norm groups 
included virtually all courses taught at the university, all data shown are 
assumed to.be parameters and- thus any differences which occur across time 
are assumed to be real differences. 

Tables 29 through 32 show the weighted averages of the data included in 
tables 2 through 28, computed ac/oss time for each major category. 
In addition, a grand mean of the SIRS factors is shown which was computed 
excluding the Course Demands factor. The reason for this exclusion is 
because a high rating on this factor can^assume the value of either 1,^3, 
or 5, depending upon the individual definition of the instructor; 

An examination of TABLE 29 shows that there is little variance across 
course types insofar as overall SIRS composite ratings are concerned. 
There is some little variance in the perceived competence of the instructor 
across course types with instructors teaching INDIVIDUAL TUTORIAL classes 
apparently being perceived as most competent. There also appears to be 
little variance in the perceiVed teaching effectiveness of instructors 
across course types, however, again instructors teaching INDIVIDUAL TUTORIAL 
courses are apparently perceived as being most effective teachers. 

TABLE 30 shows the data for all class sizes. The composite SIRS ratings 
appear to show little difference across class sizes. Classes of size 
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(2-10) appear to obtain the highest ratings, however, especially when 
compared to courses that contain more than 100 students. In both the 
perceived competence item and the teaching effectiveness item, little 
meaningful differences are found. Instructors who teach. classes of 
size (2-10) however, seem to be consistently rated higher than instructors 
teaching classes of other sizes. 

TABLE 31 presents the weighted mean ratings for instructors teaching 
courses at different levels. Generally speaking, the 100 and- 200 
^ level courses are lower division courses, 300 and 400 courses are upper 
division courses, and 500, 600 and higher level courses are graduate 
courses. In this table, the data show virtually no differences in mean 
ratings for either the SIRS composite, the perceived competence item, 
or the teaching effectiveness item. Apparently, the level of the course 
does not affect the ratingt; students give their instructors. This is 
an interesting result, since it is generally assumed, at least by the 
faculty at Florida State University ,• that the lower division courses 
give the lowest ratings "to the faculty teaching them. 

f 

TABLE 32 presents the weighted mean ratings for courses taught by faculty 
at different academic ranks. A minor amount of variance can be seen 
in this data in the perceived competence segment. * Full professors are 
seen as being most competent in their fielci with graduate assistants 
being seen as least competent. In the SIRS composite .ratings and the 
teaching effectiveness item, however, no meaningful difference is seen 
among instructors of any rank. 

« 

Summary 

Since we were dealing wHh essentially parameter values for the student 
ratings of faculty performance, it was not deemed appropriate'to conduct 
any statistical tests in comparing the data across course type, class size, 
course level or faculty rank. Certain differences were noted however, 
which even though they are small, must be considered real. Other similarities 
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across the various categories were noted. These differefices and similarities 
include: ' 

1 Apparently the type of course environment does not appreciably affect 
* a student's rating of the faculty's perfonnance or the student s 
perception of the faculty members competence in ^1^1 d or his 
teaching effectiveness. Faculty teaching in an individual tutor a 1 
situation, however, are apparently viewed slightly more positively 
iJ tSrthrerare^s than faculty teaching in other learning environments. 

2. Apparently the size of the class has little affect on the student's 
ratings of faculty performance, although faculty teaching classes of 
size (2-10) receive slightly consistently higher ratings in the 
SIRS factors as well as perceived competence and teaching effectiveness. 

3 Apparently the level of the course has no appreciable affect on the ratings 
students give the instructor teaching the course.^ 

4 Apparently the rank of the faculty member teaching a course does 
■ bear some small relationship to the. students' percept on of his 

or her professional competence. However, faculty .rank does not 
Zpelr to have any affect on the ratings of the SIRS factors or 
of the teaching effectiveness of the faculty. This finding is 
interesting since it is often assumed that the more experience 
a faculty member has,fthe better teacher he will be. 

In general, it appears from the data presented that neither course type 
as defined in the differential norming model, class size, course level, 
or faculty rank have any major impact or relationship to the either 
the ratings the instructor receives on the SIRS factors or on the teaching 
effectiveness item. Full professors, however', are seen as being slightly 
more competent in their professional areas^than faculty of other ranks, 
reoardless of what course they teach. 

The question now arises as to the usefulness of the differential norming 
model if nothing seems to make any appreciable difference in the ratings 
students give faculty. Of course, in this paper we have examined only the 
major dimensions of the model. A cell by cell examination of the norms in 
the entire 1944 cell matrix may uncover significant interactions. We leave 
that examination for a subsequent paper. However, as noted at the begining, 
the use of a mandatory faculty evaluation system for promotion and tenure 
decisions was brought about as essentially a political action. To the 
extent that the differential norming model gives the entire system a 
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higher face validity and thus increases the confidence of both the faculty 
and the students in the system, it serves a very useful purpose. Without 
the confidence of the students the data they provide may be of less value 
since they will complete the fonns in a careless fashion. Without the 
confidence of the faculty, the data that is provided will not be used for 
its ultimately most important function; to improve instruction. 
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Instructor Involvement 
SLijJcnt Interest 
:,Luacnt-Instroctor Interaction 
i.ourso Demands 
Course Organization 

Ftrcoiv^d Competence 
Teaching £»cctiyono8s 



Pall '73 


Win '74 


ALL UNIVERSITY 

C 2103 
S 45037 


ALL UNIVERSITV 
Q 1050 

fr ^^n3_ 


M S.D. 

1.8- .9 

2.0 .9 

2.1 'l.O 

3.5 1.1 
2.1 .9 

1.6 .8 
1.9 . . 1.1 . 


H S.D.' 

1.8. ' -5 
1.9 .9 
2.0 

3.5 "lU 
2.1 / .9 

1.7 ' .8 
1.9 1.0 




H 

1.9 

1.9^ 
2.0 
3.5 
2.1 



S.D 



.9 
.9 

}.o 

1.1 
1.0 



1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
3.5 
2.0 

1.6 
1.7 



S.D. 


M 


S.D. 


M 


.8 


1.0 . 


.9 


1.8 


,8 


1.9 


. .S 


1.9 


.9 


2.0 




2.0 


1.1 


3.5^ 


1.1 


3.3 


.9 


2.1-^ 


.9 


1.9 


.8 


1.5 


.8 


1.4 


.9 


1.7 


1.1 


1.7 



.9 
.9 
1.0 
1.1 
.9 

.7 

1.0 



1.8 
l.S 
2.0 
3.5 
2.0 

1.6 



..8 



^ Sum 


•7 


ALL UKIVLi 


C 311 




S S059 




/ 


s.o. 


1.7 


.f 


1.8 


f 


Id. 9 


.9 


3.5 




2.0, 




1.6 


.0 




1.0 



TABLE 1 



N„™s for m UN.VE.sm courses-.c^blned. Irrespective °^ --/^/^/J"; ^^T^ si^e.U) 
level , or facuHy r.nk for 8 consecutive quarters. (C = number of courses, 
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f Fall. 73 


Win '74 


Spr '74 1 Sum '74 j 


Fall '74 |win '75 


Spr '75 


Sum '75 1 


COURSE TYPE 


STANDARD 
CLASSROOM 

•C 1392 
••S 27084 


STANDARD 
CLASSROOM 

•C . 732 
••S 14749 


STANDARD 
CLASSROOM 

•C 504 
••S 9387 


"STANDARD 
CLASSROOM 

•C 183 
••S 3203 


* STANDARD 
CLASSROOM 

•C 1424 
••S 27527 


STANDARD ' 
CLASSROOM 

i 

•C 699 
^•q 14605 


STANDARD 
CLASSROOM 

♦C 587 
»*S 11233 


STANDARD 
CLASSROOM 

•C 201 
••S 3555 


Instructor Involvement* 
Stud&nt Interest 
Student'Instruc.tor Interaction 
Course Demands 
Course OrQ^nization 

?c revived cSmpctcnco 
Tcachinq Effectiveness 


H S.D." 

,1.8 .9 

2.0 i>" .9 
2«Q 1.0 

3.5 1.1 

2.1 .9 

1.6 .8 
2.0 1.1 


H S.D. 

1.8 .8 

1.9 .9 
1.9 .9 

3.5 1.1 
2.0 .9 

1.6 *.8 
i;9 1.0 


M S,D. 

1.7 .8 
1.9 .9 
1-9 .9 
3.5, 1.1 
; 2.0 .9 

• 1,6 • -8 

V8 1.0 


M S.D. 

1.7 .8 

1.8 .8 

1.9 ."9 
3.4 1.1 ' 
2.0 .9 

1.6 .8 
1.8 .9 


M S.D. 

1.8 .9 

1.9 .9 
.2.0 .9 

3.5 1.1 
2.1 • .9 

1.6 .8 . 
! 1.9 1.0 


M S.D. . 

1.8 ' .9 

1.9 .9 

2.0 .9 
3.5 1-1 

2.1 .9 

1.7 -8 
1.9 1.1 


M S.D. 

1.8 -8 

1.9 .9 
1.9 .9 • 

3.5 1.0 
2.0 .9 

1.6 .8 

1.9 1.0 ^ 


M S.D. 

1 1,7 .8 
1 1.8' • .9 
•1.9' -9 

3.5 1.1 
2.0 .9 

1.6 .8 
5 1.8 1.0 



TABLE 2: Norms for all STANDARD CLASSROOM course types, irrespective of class size, course level, or 
faculty rank for 8 consecutive quarters. (C = number of courses, S = number of students) 




COURSE TYPE 



Inistructor Involvement 
Student Intcre«t 
Student-Instructor Interaction 
Courso Demands 
Course Organisation 

Percelvod Competence 
TcAchtrlg .^^f^ct^.tf^^P^^" 



LARGE 
LECTURE 

C 178 
S 10836 • 



H S.D. 

1:9 .9 

2.0 ^ .9 
2/3/J> 1.1 
3.4". 1.1 

2.1 .9 

1.6 .8 

2.0 1.1 



LARGE 
LECTORS 

C 73 
S 4403 . 



URGE , 
LECTURS 

C 80 
S 3910 



M 


s:d. 


H 


S.D. 


2.0 


1.0. 


1.9 


.9 


2.1 


1.0 


2.0 


.9 


2.3 


1.0 


2.2 


1.0 


3.3 


1.1- 


3.3 


1.1 


2.1 


.9 




1.0 


1.7 


.8 


1.8 


.9 


2.1' 


l.L 


2.1 


" 1.1 



LARGE 
^ LECyURE 

C 10 
S 410 



1.6 
1.7 
2.0 
3.4 
1.9 

1.4 
1.6 



S.D. 

.7 
.7 
.9 
1.1 
.9 

.6 
.8 



LARGE ' 
LECTURE 



155 
9566 



M 

1.9" 
2.0 
2.3 
3.4. 
2.1 



S.D. 

.9 
.9 

n.i 
1.1 

• 9 



1.6 
1.9 - 1 



LARGE 
LECTURE 

C 87 
S £473 • 



1.9 
1.9 
2.2 
3.4 
2.0 

1.6 
1.9 



S.D. 

.9 
.9 
1.0 
1.1 
.9. 

.8 
1.0 



LARGE 
LECTURE 

C 92 
S 4715 



H 

1.9 
2.0 
2.3 
3.4 
2.1 

1.7 
2.1 



S.I). 

1.0 
1.0 
1.1 
1.1 
1.0 

.9 
1.2 



LARGE 
LECTURE 

C 16- 
S 448 



M 

1.8 
1.9 
2.1 
3.3 
2.0 

1.7 
1.9 



S.D. 

.9 
.9 
.9 
1.1 
.9 

.8 
1.0 




TABLE 3: Norms for all LARGE LECTURE courses, irrespective of 
for 8 consecutive quarters. (C = number of courses, 



class size, courseMevel, or faculty rank ^ 
5 =» number of students) 



CO 

I 



1 





Fall '73 


Win '74 


Spr^ '74 


Sxim '74 


Fall '74 


Win '75 


Spr '75 


Sum '75 


COURSE TYPE 


SEMIHAR 

C 224 

S 2332 ' 


1 

SEMINAR 
C 116 


SEMINAR 1 
C. 92 

O OH J 


SEMINAR 

C 39 . 
S 311 


i 

SEMINAR 1 

C 211 
S 1907 


SEMINAR 

C 124 
S 1452 


SEMINAR 

C 115 
S 1233 


SEMIMAR 

C 50 
S 531 


Instructor Involvctaent . 
•gtudcnt Interest 
Studfint'Instructor Interi^ction 
Courso Dcotands 
Course OrgAnizAtion 

Perceived Competence 
'Teaching Effcctivenesa 


K S.D. ' 

l.'s .8 
1.7 .9 

1.6 .9 

3.7 1.1 
2.1 1.0 
1.5 .7 
1.7 .9 


M S.D. 1 

1.7 .9 ! 

1.8 .9 I 
1,7 .9 

3.6 1.1 i 
2.0 1.0 i 

1.7 .9 1 

1.8 1.0 


M S.D. 

1.7 .8 
1.7 .8 
i.7 .8 

3.6 1.1 
2.1 1.0 

1.7 ,..9 

1.8 .9 


H S.D. 1 

1.6 .7 j 
1.8 .9. \ 

1.5 .7 
3.8 1.1 
2.1 1.0 

1.6 .8 
1.6 .9 


M S.D. t 
1.6 .8 

1.6 .8 
*3.8.. . 1.0 

2.1 1.0 

1.5 .7 ij 

1.7 1.0 IJ 


H S.D. 

.1.7 .8 
1.8 .9 

1.6 .8 

3.7 1.0 J 
2.0 -1.0 j 

1.6 • .0 \ 

1.8 1,0 ! 


M 

1.7 .8 

1.8 .9 
1.7 .8 
3.7 1.0 
2.0 .9 

1.6. .8 
1.7 .9 1 


M S.D. 

1.6 .8 
1.8 .9 
.1.6 .8 * 
3.8 1.0 . 
2.1 1.0 • 

1.6 .8 1 

1.8 1.0 1 



TABLE 4: Norms for all SEMINAR courses, irrespective of class siie, course level,' or faculty rank 
for 8 consecutive quarters. (C = number of courses, S'= number of students) 



ERIC 



COURSE TYPE 





M 


S.D. 


Instructor Involvement 


i.e 


1.0 


Student Interest 


l.B 


1.0 


SCudent-*In3tructor Interaction 


1.9 


.1.0 


Courso Demands 


3.9 


.9 


Course Organization 


2.1 


.9 


Perceived Competence 


1.5 


,7 


Tfochlnq Effectiveness 


1.8 


1.1 



Fall *73 



INDIVIDUAL 
TUTORIAL J 

C 31 

S 227 i 



Win '74 



INDIVIDUAL 
TUTORIAL 

C 23 ^ 
S 125 



M 

1.6 
1.5 
1.7 
3.8 
1.9 

1.5 
1.7 



S.D. 

.9. 

.8 
1.0 
1.1 
1.0 

.8 
1.0 



Spr '74 



INDIVIDUAL 
TUTORIAL 

C 12 

S 57 



M 

1.5 
1.5 
1.9 
3.8 
2.1 

1.4 
1.8 



S.D, 

.7 
.6 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 

.8 
.9 



Sum '74 



INDIVIDUAL 
TUTORIAL 

C 10 

S 36 



1.3 
1.5 
1.5 
4.0 
1.7 

1.4 
1.3 



S.D. 

.6 
• 8 
.8 
.9 
.8 

.8 
.5 



Fall '74 



INDIVIDUAL 
TUTORIAL 

C 49 
S 396 



H S.D. 

1.5 .7 
1.5 .7 
1.8+ 4- ¥-.9 
4.0 .9 
1.8+ - .8 

1.3 - .6 
1.5- .*8 



Win '75 

INDIVIDUAL 
TUTORIAL 

C .14 

S 161 



K 

1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
3.9 
1.6 

1.2 
1.3 



S.D, 

.7 
.7 
.8 
1,0 
.8 

.5 
.6 



Spr '75 



INDIVIDUAL I 
TUTORIAL 

C 7 
S 54 



1.6 
1.6 
1.6 
4.0 
2.0 

1.5 
1.6 



8,D, 

.8 
.7 
.8 
.9 
.9 

.8 
.8 



Sum '75 



INDIVIDUAL 
TUTORIAL 



C 10 
S 40 




M 


S.D. 


1.4 


.6 * . 




.6 


1^6 


.7 


3.9 


.9 


1»9 


.9 I 


1.3 


1 


1.4 





TABLE 5: Norms for all INDIVIDUAL TUTORIAL courses, irrespective of class size, course level or 

faculty rank for 8 consecutive quarters, (C = number of courses, S = number of students) 



i; 



4> 

10 





Fall '73 


Win '74 


'Spr '74 


Sum »74 


Pall '74 


Win *75. 


Spr '75 


Sum '75 


• 

COURSE TYPr I 


✓ 

AUTO 
TUTORIAL 

V 

C 17 

S 436 ' *| 


AUTO 
TUTORIAL 

C 6 
S 132 • 


AUTO 

TUTORIAL 

C 6 
S 79 . 


AUTO 
TUTORIAL 

C. 1 

' S 12 ' 


AUTO . ^ 
TUTORIAL 

c • 12 ' . ; 

S 212' / 


AUTO 

TUTORIAL 

. C 4 
S 62 


AUTO 

TUTORIAL 

•C 7 • ' ' 
S 125 


AUTO 

TUTORIAL ' 

, c 2 

S 15 


Instructor Involvement 
student 'Interest 
Student-Instructor Interaction 
Course 'Oenvends ' 

Course Organisation i 

1 

Perceived Competence ' 
TiJAchina Effectiveness 


M S.D. 

2.3 1.2 
2.1 1.1 
2.5- 1.2 
3.5 1.1 
2.0 'r.o 

2:0 1.1 

2.4 1.3 


M s;d, 

2.4 .9 

2.3 1.0 

2.5 ' 1.0 
3.5 1*0 

2.4 1.0 ' 

2.0 .9 

2.5 1.1 


H S.D. 

2.1 1.1 
1.9 1.0 
2.0 1.0 
3.5 1.2 

2.2 1.1 

1.7 .8 

2.3 1.4 


M S.D. ' 

1.3 .4 

1.4 .7 . 
1.6 .8 ' 
3,4 1.1 
1.1 .4 

;2 .4 

1.1 .3 


. M' • S.D. 

c2.1-'H^l.l 
<2,2.l-rl.l 
.'2.3-^ U.l 

3.r --1.3 • 
•'2.1-^ -M.O 

-1.8- 1.0 
,^2.6-^ 1.4 i 


M S.D. 

2.7 1.3 

2.8 1.3 
2.6 1.3 
3.2 1.3 . 

=.2.7 f.3 

2.2 1.0 
3.2 1.5 


H ^ S.D, 

1.8 .9 

1.9 .9" 
2.0 .9 . 
3.6 1.1 
2.0 .9 

1.8 1,1 
2.0 1.1 


M S.D, 

1.6 .8 

1.7 .7 
1.9 1.0 
3.9 .9 
1.7 1.0 

1.4 l.C . 
1.4 1.0 







TABLE 6: Norms for alVAUTO TUTORIAL (NON-COHPUTER ASSISTED) courses irrespective^of class si 
' course level'or faculty rank for 8 consecutive quarters. (C - number of classes. 



ze, 



course level or faculty 
S = number of students) 



Fall '73 



C6URSE TYPB 



Instructor Involvement . * ^ ^ 
Studont Interest 
Studeot-Initructor Interaction 

.Course' Demandi 
Course OrganliAtion 

Pcrclovod Competence 

T.^iirhtna EfgeCtivcnW 



CAI 

C 11 
S 164 



2.0^ 

2.1 

2.1 

3.3' 

2.0 

i.8 
2.0 



S.D. 

.9 
1.0 

.9 
1.0 

.0 

.9 
1.0 



Win '74 



CAI 

C 6 
S 135 



H 

2.1 
2:2 
2.1 
3.5 
1.9 

1*8 
2.2 



S,0. 
1.0 

r.o 
1.0 
1.1 

.9- 

.9 
1.2 



Spr '74 



CM 

C 7 
S 90 



1.9' 

1.9 

2.0 

3.6 

1.8 



S,0. 

.8 
.8 
.9 
1.0 
.8 

.8 
.8 



Sum '74 



Chi . 

C 6 
S 43 



2.0 
2,0 
1.9 
3.6 
2.1 

1.5 
1.9 



S.D. 

' .9 

:9 

.9 
• 9 
1.0 

.4 
.3 



Fall '74 



CAI" 

C 9 

J 129 



H 



S.D. 
^V..9 



^ 1.8 
t2,0 
>rl,8- - ^-.8 
w3^6->-r 1.0 
1,8^ •^•.9 

^1.7- " ^.8 
^ ) . ft- ^ -.9 



Win '75 



CAI 

C 3 
S 58 



Spr '75 



CAI 

C 3 
S 50 





- S.D. 


M 


S.D. 


1,9 • 


,8 


2.2 




2.3 


1.2 


2,2 


' .9 


2,0 


1.0 


^.2 


.9 


3.2 


1.2 


3i4 


.9 


2,2 


1.1 


1.9 


.6 


2.0 


1,0 . 


1.9 


.*8 


2.2 


1.1 


2.1 


.9 



Sum '75 



CAI 

c 1 
s 6 



S.D. 




TABLE 7: 



-1 



Norms for a,n AUTO TUTORIAL (COMPUTER ASSISTED) courses, irrespective of class size, course, 
'level or faculty rank for 8 consecutive quarters. (C = number.of classes. S = number of students)- 



COURSE TYPE 




ln«truct'or involvement 
Student Interest 
Student-Instructor Interaction 
""Couroe Ofimandc 
CoursQ Organization 

Perceived Co«|||itence 
Teaching Effectiveness 



LABORATORY 

C 105 
S 1519 



H 


S.D. 


1.9 


.9 


1.9 


.9 


2.0 


1.0 


3.6 


1.0 


"2.2 ' 


1.0 






r 1.7 


.8 


2.0 


1.0 



LABORATORY 

C 37 ' 
S 619 



M 

1.8 
1.8 
2.C 
3.4 
2.1 

1.6 
1.9 



S.D. 

.8 
.8 
.9 
1.1 
.9 

.8 

.9- 



LABORATORY 



C 54. 
S 8g4 



M 

2.0 
2.0 
2.1 
3.5 
2.3 

1.9- 
2.1 



S.D. 

.9 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 

■ .9 

1.2 



'laboratory 

C 13 

. S 145 



2.1 
2.0 
2.0 
J. 4 • 

2.5* 

2.0 
2.2 



?.I>. 

1.1 
.9 
1.0 
1.1 
" 1.2 

1.0 
1.3 



LABORATORY ^ 



C lO^ 
S tSOl 



M 


S.D. 


1.9 


-.9 


1,9 


.9 


2.0 


.9 


>*3.,6 


-1.0 


'2.2 


♦--1.0 


VI. 8 


- .9 


^-1.9 


-1.0 



LABORATORY 



C 104 
^ 8 1532 



1.9 
1.9 
2.0 
3,5 
2.1 

1.9 
1.9 



S.D. ) 

I 

.9 
.9 
.9 
1.1 

.9 . 

.9 

1.0- 



LABORATORY 



C . 91 
S 1317 



M 

1.9 
1.9 
2.1 
3.6 
2.0 

1.8 
2.0 



S.D, 

.9 
.9 
.9 
1.0 
.9 

.3 
1.0 



LABORATORY 

C . 13 
S 205 





S.D. 


2.1- 


1.1 


2.0 


1.0 


2.1 " 


^ 1.0 ' 


•3.3 




2.4 


1.1 • 


2.1 


. 1.0 


2.2 


1.2 1 



TABLE 8: 



N„™s for an LABORATORY courses, irrespective of class size, course level, or faculty ran. 
fors Isecuti.ve quarters. (C = ™*er of courses. S = .u«ber of students) 



Instructor Involvement 
Student Interest 
Student-Instructor Interaction 
Courso DenMinds 
Course Organization 

Perceived competence 
Tg^'tehlncr Effectiveness 



Fall '73 



PSYCHOMOTOR 

EXPERIENCES 

c 

C 76 

S U77 J 



Win '74 



PSYCHOMOTOR 
EXPERIENCES 

C 22 
S 332 



M 


S.D. 


M 


S.D. 


1.6 


.8 


1.7 


.9 


1.8 


.9 


' 1.9 


i.'o 


2.1 


1.0 


2.0 


.9 


2.BuO 


1.0 


3.7 


1.0 


1.9 n 


.9 


1.9 


1.1 


1.5 


.6 


i;6 


1.0 


1.6 


.9 


1.7 


1.1 



Spr '74 

PSYCHOMOTOR 
EXPERIENCES 

C 21 

S 393 



M 

1.4 
1.7 
1.9 
3.9 
1.8 

1.4 
1.4 



S.D. 

.6 
.9 
.9 
1.0 

• v9 

.7 
.7 



Sum '74 

PSYCHOMOTOR 
EXPERIENCES 

C 2 

S 42 



1.6 
.2.0 
2.1 
3.5 
1.8 

1.4 
1.5 



S.D. 

.7 
1.1 
I .9 
1.0 

.8 ■ 

• .7 
.6. 



Fair '74 



PSYCHOMOTOR 



EXPERIENCES 



C 64 
S 865 



M 



S.D. 



1.7*. 'w.a 

1.8f -.9 
2.0' --1.0 

3.8 -.9 

1.9 +.9 

i.e^ '^•^.8 

1.7# ^ ^9 



Win '75 

PSYCHOMOTOR 
EXPERIENCES 

C 24 
S 392 



1.5 

1.6 

2.1 

3.9' 

1.6 

1.4 

1.5 



S.D. 

..7 
.9 
1.0 
1.0 
• 9 

.7 
.8 



spr '75 , 

psy:homotor 
experiences 

C 6 

S 114 



H 

1.5 
1.7 
2.2 
3.9 
1.9 

1.4 
1.5 



S.D. 

• 7 
- .8 
1.1 
1.0 
.0 

.7 
• ,7 



Sum '75 . 

i i ■ ' 

psychomotor 

EXPERIENCES 

C 5 
S 120 



1.5 ■ 

1.7 

2.2 

4.0 

1.7 



S.D. 

..7 
.9 
• .9 
.9 
.8 

.5 
.6 



TABLE 9: 



Nonns for all PSYCHOMOTOR EXPERIENCE coiirses, irrespective of class size, course l^vel, 

or faculty rank for 8 consecutiv; quarters. (C = number of courses. S = number of students) 



I 

•—I 



COURSE TYPE 



tnotructor Invclvement 
Student Interest 
Student-Initnjctor Interaction 
Course Demands 
Course Orqanlzatlon 

; Perceived Competence 
TiMclnnn Effectiveness 



Fall '73 



CXPERIENCEj/ 

BASED 

LEARNING 



C 81 
S 130S 



1/ 



1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
3.8 

1.6 
1.8 



S.D. 

.8 
.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.1 

.8 
1.0 



Win '74 



"E^ftRIENCE 
BASED 
LEARNING 

C 36 

S 476 



H 

1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
.3.8 
2.0 

1.5 
1.7 



S.D. 

.7 
.9 
.9 
1.1 
1.0 



.8 
.9 



Spr. '74 



EXPERIENCE 

BASED 

LEARNING 

C 77 
S 411 



M 

1.8 

K8 
'2.0 
3.5 
2.3 

1.8 
2.0 



S.D. 

1.0 
1»0 

i;i 

1.2 
1.2 

1.0 
1.2 



Sum '74 



EXPERIENCE 
DASED 

LnARNING 

C 9 
S 145 



H 

1.4 
1.6 
1.7 
3.9 
1.8 

1.4 
1.5 



S.D, 

.6 
. ,8 
.8 
.9 
.8 

• 6 
.7 



Fall '74 



» EXPERIENCE^ 
BASED 
LEARNING 

C 69 

S 978 



K 

1.6 
1.8 
1.8 

i.i 

2.2*- 

1.6 
1.8 



S.D. 

.8 
.9 

.9 , 
•il.2 
tl.l " 

• .8 
1.1 



Win '75 



EXPERIliNCE 

DASED 

LEARNING 

C- 44 
S 739 



1.6 
1.8 
1,7 
•3.7 
2,0 

1.5 
1.7 



S.D. 

.9 
.9 
1.0 
1.2 
1.0 

.8 
1.0 



Spr '75 

EXPERIENCE 

BASED 

LEARNING 

C 34 
S 470 



1.7 
1.8 
1.8. 
3.8 
2.1 

1.6 
1.8 



S.D. 

.9 
.9 
.9 
1.0 
1.0 

.8 
1.0 



Sum '75 



EXPERIENCE 

DASED 

LEARNING 

C 13 

S 138 



K 

1.7 
1.8 
1.8 
3.9 
2.0 

1.6 
1.8 



S.D. 

.9 

.9 
1.0 

.9 
1.1 

.8 



TABLE 10: Norms for all EXPERIENCED BASES LEARNING courses, irrespective of class size, course level, 
or faculty^ rank for 8 consecutive quarters. (C = number of courses, S = number of students) 



2:j 



VI 

I 













Fall '73 


Win '74 . 


Spr '74 


Sum '74 


Pall »7^^ 


Win '•75 




Sum '75 


CLASS SIZE 


~1 7j 

C 30 i^i 


1 ' 

C 29 
S 311 


r 

C 14 
S4f45 


1 

C 4 
S 17 


1 

c' 45 • ^ 
S 577 1^ 


1 1 

C 4 

S 61 


1. 

C 5 
S 56 


1 

C 7 
S 73 


i * • » 

1 Xnbtcuctor Involvement 
' Student Interest 
^Student- Instructor Interaction 

C^ucfi* Oefiandi 

Course Organization 

Perceived Competence 
Tiiichlnq Effectiveness 


S 387 

M S.O. j 

1.8 .9 1 

1.9 .9 ; 
i.9;v .9 , 

3.4- 1.2 
2.0 .9 

1.6 .7 ! 
1.9% 1.0 " 


M S,0. 

2.2 . 1,2 

2.3 1.3 
2.1 1.1 

3.5 1.1 
|2.7 1.4 

2.3 1.4 ; 

2.6 1.5 


H s.d: 

1.6 .8 
1.9 '1,0 
2.0 1.1 
3.3 1.2 
2.0 1.0 

1.6 1.0 
1.9 1.1 . 


M S.D. . 
2.3 1.1 

2.1 r.i 

2.3 IcO 

3.6 .8 

2.3 1.0 

1.7 1,.0 

2.4 X.\ 


M S.D.' 

1.7-- .8 
v.1,8- .9 

,z^o-. 1.0 , 

3;.4-> 1.1 
2.0- .9 , 

1.4- .7 
1.7 '.9 " 


M S.D. 

2.4 1.3 
2.3 1.3 
2.2 1.2 , 
3.7 1.0/> 
2.^ 1.0 

2.5 .1.5 
2.S 1/5 


M S.D. 

1.9 .8 
'1.9 .7 
2.1 .8 

3.1 .2 
2.3 1.0 

1,5 .7 ; 

2.2 1.1 1 


M . S.D. 

1.7 .8 

1.8 .7 
2.1 ' .9 

3.4 1.1 

1.9 .9 

1.5 .8 
2.0 1.1 



TABLE 11 



Noms for all courses CLASS SIZE 1. irrespective af course typa, course level or faculty 



rank for 8 consecutive qua 



iVters. (C = numl^er of courses, S = number of studentsO 



Instructor Involvcraont 
Student Interest 
Ctudont-Instructor Interaction 
Cource Dexands 
Course Organization 

?crceivcd coopetence 
Tcfl.:h i ng Effectiveness 



M 


S.D. 


H 


S.D. 


1.6 


.8 


1.6 


.8 


1.7 


.6 


1.7 


.8 


1.8,T> 


.9 


1.8 


1.0 


3.7 


1.1 


3.6 


1.0 


2.0 


.9- 


2.0 . 


.9 










1.4 


.7 


1.5 


. *7 


1.7 


.9 


1.8 


.9 




H 



1.7 
1.7 
1.7 
3.7 
2.0 

1.6 
1.8 



.8 
.8 
.9 
.1 
.0 

.8 
.0 



l.S 
1.7 
1.6 
3.8 

1.5 
1.6 



.7 
.8 
.8 

.9 

.8 
.8 



Fall '74 . 


Win*'' 75 


Sor '75 _ 


nnm '75 


\ \2 - 10 V 

! C '350 ' ^ 
• S 20B7'. 


2,-. 10- 1 

C 140 

S 862 


2-10. 
• • " ** 

C 14^ ^ 

S 97d\ 


2-10 

C 42 
S 260 


M - S;-0. • 
* 

1.6 ♦a \ 

1.7 .8 * 
1^7 .9 1 

3.8 * 1.0 
2.0 .9 

1.5 . .7 
1.7 .9 


M ' S.D. 

1.6 .8 

1.7 .e , 

1*^7 .8 
3.7 1.0 
1.9 ^ .9 

L4 ul 
1*7 .9 


M . S.D, 
1.7 .8 

1.7 .8 ; 

1.7 .9 
3.6 1.1 
2.1 1.0 

1.5 .e j 

1.8 1.0 


M N S.p. 

1.6 -^.8 
1.6 v^.S 
1.6 .8 

3.8 1,1 " 

1.9 • .9 

1.5 .8' 

1.6 1.0 



TABLE 12: Norms for all courses of CLASS 
faculty rank for 8 consecutive 



SIZE 2 - 10, irrespective of course type, course level, or 
quarters. (C = number of courses, S = number t)f students) 



i 

f 










Fall '73 


Win /*» 


Sor '74 


Sum '74 


Fall '74 


Win '75 


Spr'* 75 


Sum '75 


! 

•CLASS SIZE 


11"-"^ 
C 1340 


11 - 40 

C 649 
S 11355 


11 - 40 

C 485 
S 8136 


11-40 ; 

C 188 
<; 2947 


- 11 - 40 

C 1357 . 
S 23219 


C 713 1 
S 12308 


C 574 
• <; 9122 


C 225 

s "3553 ---^ _ 


Xnstnxctor Involvement 
Student Interest 
^tudont-insttuctor Interaction 
Ccurtd Ocnvandi 
Course Qrganization 

rcrcclvcd Competence > 
T^.ichln9 Effv.ctivcnc53 


S 23632 
M S.D. 

i.el ,9 
1.9/ :9 

2.0 1.0 
3.6 * 1.1 
2I1 1.0 

1.6 .8 
1.9 1.1 


M S.O. 

l.f -0 
1.9 .9. 
1.9 .9 

3.5 1.1 
2.0 .9 

1.6 .8 

1.9 1.0 


H S.O. 

1.7 .8 
1.9 .9 
1.9 .9 
3.5 1.1 
2.0 ' .9 

1.7 . .8 

1.8 1.0 


H S.O.. 

1.7 .8 

1.8 ^ -8 

1.9 -9 
3.5 1.1 
2.0 ' .9 ' 

1.7 ,-8 
1.7 .9 


M ' S.O. 

1.8 -9 

1.9 .9 
1.9 .9 
3.6 1-1 

j 1.6 .8 
1 1.9 1.0.. 


K . S.O. 

1.8 .9 ' 

1.9 -9 
1.9 .9 
r3.5 '1.1 

2.1 .9 

1.7 .8 
1.9 ' 1-0 


K S.O. 

1.8 .9 , 

1.9 .9 1 

1.9 -9 : 

3.5 1.1 
.2.0 -9 

\.6-^ -8 
1.9 1.0 


M S.O. 

1.7 ■ .8 ! 
l.>9 .9. 1 
1.9 ,9 
3.6 . 1.1 
2.0 1-0 

i.6 . ■ .9' 
1.8 1-0 - 



TABLE 13: Norms for all courses of CLASS SIZE 11 



Norms for all courses or llhoo 011.1. 1 1 - -t«, ...v.-k' - 

faculty rank for 8 consecutive quarters. (C = number of courses, S = number of students) 





Fall '73 


Win *74 


Spr '74 


Sum '74 


Fail '74 


Win '75 


Sor '75 


Sum •75 


CLASS SIZE 


41 - 

C 240 
S 7876 


41-50 

C 136 
S 4312 


41 - 60 

C 86 
S 2728 


4i:- 60 

C 25 
S 752 


41-60 

C 244 ' 
S 7823 ✓ 


41 - 60 

C 142 
S 4610 


41-60 ' 

C 125 
S 3702 


41 - 60 

C 28 
S 779 


Instructor Involvement 
Scudont Xnterect 
Sturior.t-lnstructor Interaction I 
Course Demands 
Coui's/i Organization 

Pcrcoivud Ccmpctenca 
To.ichinq- Ef f octivoness 


M S.O. 

^1.9 i.l .9 

2.0 1 I. 1.0 

2.1 •'7'1.0 
3.4 . 1.1 
2.1 ' .9 

1.7 .8 

2. on 1.1 


H S.O. 

1.8 .8' 

1.9 .9 
2.1 / .9 
3.4« 1.1 
2.0 .9 

1.6 i» .8 

,1.9 i.O 


M S.O. 

1.8- .9 
■ 2.0 - .9 

2.0 .9 
3.5 1.1 

2.1 1.0 

1.8 .9 

1.9 1.1 


M S,0. 

1.7 .9 
1,9 .9 
2.0 .9 
3.4 1.1 
2.0 .9 

1.6 -8., 

1.8 1.0 


K S-O, 

1.8 .9 
2.0 *-.9 

2.0 1.0 
3^.5 1.1 

2.1 ^.9 

' 1.6 .8 

1.9 _^.0 


M S.O. 

1.8 -.9 

1.9 .9 
2^0 .9 
3.5 1.1 
2.0 .9 

1.7 ^9 
1.9 1.1 


M S.D. 

1.8 .8 

1.9 .9 
2.0 .9 

3.5 1.0 
2.0 .9 ! 

1.6 .8 I 
1.9 1.0 ' 


M S.O. 
1.7 .9 

i.e .9 
1.9 .9 

3.5 1.1 
1.9 .8 

1.6 .8 

1.7 1.0 



TABLE 14: Norms for all courses of^ CLASS SIZE 41 - 60, irrespective of course type, course level or 
faculty rank for 8 consecutive quarters. (C = number of courses,' S = number of students) 





Fall 


•73 


Win 


•74 


Spr 


•74 


Sum 


1 74^ 


tall 


•74 


1 

Win 


•75 


Spr 


•75 


Sum 


75 




61 - 


100 ^1 


61 


~ 100 • 


61 


- 100 


61 - 


100 


61 - 


100 ^ 


f61 - 100 


61 


- 100 


61 - 


100 


CLASS SIZE 


C 92 


l/ 


c 


50 


c 


39 


C 5. 




; C^" €4 ' ^ 


C" ' 


58 


c 


56 


c f 




S 4O90 




S 2213 ' 


g 1822 1 


S 275 




" S 2677 ^ 


- S 2652 


S 2430 


S 326 






H 


S.D. ! 


M 


. S.D. 


M 


S.D. 


M 


S.D. 


M 


S.D. 


K 


S.D. 


H 


S.D. 


A 


S.D. 


Instructor Involvement 


1.9 


.9 ' 


1.9 


.9 


1.7 


.8 ; 


1.5 


.7 


1.9 


.9 


1.8 


.9 


1.8 


• 8 


1.9 


.9 


Student Interest 


2.0 


.9 


2.0 


.9 • ' 


1.9 


.8 I 


1.7 


,7 


2.0 


.9 


2.0 


.9 


2.0 


.9 


2.0 


.9 


Studcnt-Inttructor Interaction 


2.1 


1.0 


2.2 


1.0 


2.0 


.9 


2.0 


.9 


2.1.. 


1.0 


2.1 


1.0 


2.0 


.9 


2.0 


.9 


Course Demands 




IM 


3.4 


1.1 


3.4 


1.0 


3.5 


1.0 . 


.3.4 


1.1 


3.4 


1.1 


3.5 


1.0 • 


3.5 


1.0- 


Course Organization 


2,1 




2.1 




2.1 


-.9 


1.-7 


.8 


''2.2f'-^ 




2.0 


. .9 


2.0 


.8 


2.0 


.9 


Perceived Cotapetonce 


1.7 


.9 


1.7 


.8 


1.7 


.8 


1.4 


.6 


1,7 


.9 


1.7 • 


.8 


1.6 


.7 


1.8 


.9 


Toachlnq Effectiveness 


2.0.«, 


1.1 


2.0 


1.1 


1.8 


1.0 


1.5 ' 


.8- " 


2.0 


1.1 


2.0' 


• 1.1 " 


1.8 


1.0 


2.0 


1.0 



TABLE 15: Norms for all courses of CLASS SIZE 61 - 100, irrespective of course type, course level, or 
faculty rank for 8 consecutive quarters. (C = number of courses, S = number of students) 





Fall ^73 


Win ^74 • 


Spr ^74 


Sum ^74 


Fall ^74 


win ^75 


Snr '75 




CLASS SIZE 


over 100 j 
C 79 "i 

s 7170 y 


Over 100 

C 37 
S 3037 


Over 100 

C 30 
S 2329 


Ovet. 100 

C 1 ' 
S 62 


Over 100 

C 95 
S 7608 


Over 100 

C 46 
S 4061 


Over 100 

C 40 
S 3031 


Over 100 

C 2 1 
S 68 


Instructor Involvement 
Studcnv Interest 
Student-Instructor Interaction 
Coursu Demands 
Course organisation 

Purcoivod Compotonco 
T<^ochina Effectiveness 


M S.D. 

1.9, .9 

2.0 .9 
2.4^ 1.1 
3.4 1.0 . 

2.1 > .'9 

1.6 .8 
^2.0 1.1 


M ' S.D. 

1.9 1.0 
2.1 1.0 
2.3 1.0 ^ 
3.3 1.1 
2.1 .9 

1.7 .9 
2.0 1.1 


H S.D. 

2.0 " 1.0 

2.1 1.0 
■ 2.4 1.1 

3.3 il.l ■ 
2.3 1.0 

1.8 .9 

2.2 1.2 


H S.D. 

1.2 .5 

1.5 .6 
1.4 .6 
3.8 1.0 

1.6 . .8 

1.3 .6 
1.2 ''.4 


K S.D. 

1.9 - 4-.9 

2.0 •f;9 
2,4 ^1.1 
3.4.. 1.1 

2.1 ^.9 

1.6 .+.8 

<:1.9 -n.i 


K S.D. 

1.9 .9 

2.0 .9 
2.3 1.0 

3.5 i;o. 

2.1 .9 
1.6 

1.9 . 1.1 


M • S.D. 

2.1 1.1 
3.1 1.0 
2.5 l.X 
3.4 ■ 1.1 ' 

2.1 1.0 

1.7 

2.2 i.3 


M . S.D. 

1.6 .a ! 

1.6 .7 1 

2.1 .9 ; 

3.3 1.1 
1.8 .9 

1.3 ,.6 

1.7 1.0 



- TABLE 16: Norms for all courses of CLASS SIZE OVER 100, irrespective of course type, course level, ^ 
or faculty rank for 8 consecutive quarters. (C = number of courses, S = number of students) ,g 





Fall '73 


Win '74 


Spr '74 


Sum '74 


Fall '74 


Win '75 


Spr .'75 


Sum *75 

100 


COURSE LEVEL 


100 

C 372 

S 10085 ^ 


100 

C 172 
S 4223 


100 

C 107 
S 2369 


100 

*C 20 
S 297 j 


100 

' C 379 . 
S 9654 • ^ 


100 

C 179 
S <o85 


, 100 j 

C 112 ! 
S 2806 


C 18 
S 327 


L 

Instruotor Involvement 
Student Interest 
Studcnt-Instructor Interaction 
Course Demands 
Cour-re Organisation 

Perceived Competence 
T.*nchinq Eggcctlvoness 


M _ S.D. 

1.9 '9 
2:i''^ 1.0 
2.2 1.0 
3.6 ^ 1.0 
2.0.1^^ .9 

1.6 ^.ly; .8 

1.9 -'''l.O 


M S.D. 

1.8 .9 

2.0 .9 

2.1 1.0 
3.5 1.1 
2.0 .9 

1.7 .8 

1.9 1.0 


M S.D. 

1.7 .8 

2.0 .9 

2.1 1.0 

3.5 a.i 

2.0 ^ .9 

1.6 .8 
1.% 1.0 


M S.D. ' 

1.8 * .9 
2.0 1.0 
2.0 .9 
3.5 .1.1 
2.0 .9 • 

1.7 .8 

1.8 1.0 


H S.D. 

1.9 -^.9 . 
2.1 '1.0 
2.3 fl.l 
3.5 1.1 , 
2.0 -^9 • 

1.7 f.8 
1.9 -t-LO 


K S.D. 

1.9 .9 
2.0 .9 
2.2 1.0 
3.5 1.0 
2.0 .9 

1.7 . .8 
1.9 1.0 


M S.D. 

1.9 .9 
2.0 .9 
2.2 1.0 
3.6 1.0 
2.0 .9 

1.6 .8 
1.9 1.0 


M S.D. 

1.5 .7 

1.7 .0 

1.8 .9 

3.6 1.1 
1.8 .8 

1.4 .7 

1.5 .8 



TABLE 17 



Noms for all courses of the 100 LEVEL, irrespecnve-or c,<,» -.r- - 

faculty rank for 8 consecutive quarters. (C = number of courses. S = number of students) 



TABLE 18: Norms for all courses of the 200 LEVEL. Irrespective of class size, course type, or 

■ faculty rank for 8 consecutive quarters. (C = number of coursev. S = n^ber of students) 



3i 





Fall '73 


Win '74 


Spr '74 Sum '74 ' 


Fall '74 


Win '75 


Spr '75 


Sum '75 


COUgSE LEVEL 


200 

C 302 i 
S 7823 1 


200 

. C 125 
S 3071 


200 

C 104 * ' 
S 2270 


200 

C "34 . 
S 579 


200 

C • 253 • ^ 
S 6789 


200 

•C 124 
S 3409 


200 

C 110 
S 2670 


300 

C 64 
S 1289 


! Instructor Involvetaont 
' Student Incorest 

Studcnt-Instructor Interaction 

Course Oendnds 

Course Organisation 

Poi'colvcd Competence 
TiNichlr.o i:f fectivcnecs 


M S.D. 

1.8 .9 
2.0 .9 

2.0 ' .9 
3.5 1.1 

2.1 .9 

•1,7 .8" 

1.9 1.0 „ 


M S.D. 

1.9 .9 

2.0 . .9 

2.1 * 1.0 
3.5 1.1 
2.1 .9 

1.7 .8 

1.9 ^^,1.0 


- M S*.D. 

1.8. .9 
2.0 • .9 • 

2.0 .9 
3.5 1.0 

2.1 .9 

.1.7 .8' 
1.9 1.0 _ 


M S.D. 

1.8 .9 , 

1.9 • 'i^ ' 
2.1 1.0 ' 
3.5 1.1 . 
2.0 .9 

1.7 . .8 

1.8 1.0 


M S.D. 

1.8 .9 

1.9 -.9 

2.0 .9 
3.-5 1.1 

2.1 .9 

1.6 - "-.8 
1.8 - 1.0 


M S.D. * 

1.8 .9 ■ 

1.9 .9 
2.0 1.0 
3.5 1.1 
2.0 .9 

1.7 .9' 
1.9 1.0 


H S.D. 

1.9 UO 

2.0 1.0 

2.1 1.0 
3.5 1.1 
2.1 1.0 

1.8 .9 

2.0 1.2 


M S.D. 

1.8 .9 

1.9 .9 1 
'2.0 .9 
3.S . 1.1 
2.1 1.0 

1.7 .9 

1.9'. 1.1 



I 



COURSE LEVEL 



Instructor Involvement 
StuUont Znttrost / 
Studont-Znttruc^or Intoraction 
Courto Demands 
Coursft Organization 

Vorcolvod Conpotence 

Tonchlr.n Effectlvenoss 



Fall '73 



300 

C 519 
•S 13241 



H 

1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
3;5 
2.1 

1.6* 
2.0 



Win ••74 

300 

C 274 
S 6964 



s.o. 


K 


S.O. 


.9 


1.8- 


.9 


.9 


1.9 


. .9 


1.0 


2.0 


1.0 


1.1 


3.4 


1.1 


1.0 ; 


2.1 


' .9- 


.8 ; 


1.6 


■*8 


1.1 


1.9 


1.0 



Spr '74 

r300 

C 214 
S 5444 



M 

1.8 
1.9 
2..0 
3.5 
Z.l 

1.7 
1.9 



S.O. 

.9 
.9 
1.0 
1.1 
.9 

.9 
1.0 



Sum '74 



300 



C 65 
S 1313- 



M 

1.7 
1.8 
2.0 . 
3.5 
2.0 

1.6 

1.7 \ 



S.O. 

.8 
.8 

.9 , 
1.1 • 
.9 

.8 

.9 



Pall *74 

300 

V C 568 
S 13 099 



M 

1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
3.5 
2.1 

1.6 
1.9 



S'.D. 

.9 
.9 
1.0 
1.1. 
1.0 

.8 
l*.l 



Win '75 

300 , 

•C 2|4 
S 7831 



M 

1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
3.5 
•2,0 

1.6 
1.9 



S.O. 

.8 

. .9 
.9 

1..1 
.9 

.8 
1.0 



Spr '75 

300 " 

C 287," 
S 7182 



M 

1.9 
2.0 
2,1 
3.5 
2.1 

1.7 
2.0 



S.D, 

.9 

.9 
1.0 . 
1.1 

.9 

.8 
1.1 



Sum '75 

200 

C 32 

S 520 



M 

1.9 
1.9 
2.0 
3.5 
2.0 

1.8 
1.9 



TABLE 19: Norms for all courses of the .300 LEVEL, irrespective of class size, course type, or 

faculty rank for 8 consecutive quarters. (C = number of courses, S = number of students) 



S.O. 

1.0 
' .9 
1.0 

1.1 

.9 

.9 
1.0 



Pall '73 



Win '74 



Spr •7'4 



Sum '74 



FallJ 

400 



74 



Win '75 

400 



Spr '75 

400 



Sum '75_ 



COURSE LEVEL 



400 

420 
7297 



400 

225 
4306 



400 

C 178 
S 3168 



400 ; 

C 61 
S 949 



C 448. 
S 7386 



C 245 
S 4549 



C 218 
S 4059 



K 



S.D. 



Instructor Involvement 
Stui^ent Interest 
Studcnt*In8tructor Interaction 
CA^ursa Demcndt 
Course Organization 

'p^rcoivcd ConpotoncQ 
T.-'.ichinVj Ef fcctlvenesi 



i.e 

1.9 

2.0 1 

2 3^% 1 

1.6 O 

2.0,.»*1 



1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
3.4 
2.1 

1.6 
2.0 



S.O. 

.9 
.9 
.9 
1.1 
1.0 

.8 
1.1 



1.8 
1.9 
1.9 
3.5 
2.1 

1.7 
1.9 



S.D. 

.9 
.8 
.9 
1.1 
1.0 

.9 
1.1 



1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
3.4 
2.0 

1.7 
1.8 



S.D. 

.8 
.8 
.9 
1.2 
.9 

.9 
1.0 



1.7 
1.9 
1.9 

2.1 

a. 6 
r.9 



8.D. 

.8 
.9 
«9 

1.^1 
1.0 

• .8 

1.0 



1.8 
1.9 
1.9 
3.5 
2.1 

1.6 
1.9 



S.D. 

.8 
.9 
.9 
1.1 
1.0 

.8 

1.0 



i 



1.7 
1.6 
1.9 
3.6 
2.0< 

1.5 

1.8 



S.D. 

.8 

.9 
.9 
1.0 
.9 

.8 

1.0 



400 

C 73 
S 1224 



1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
3.5 
2.0 

1.6 
1.8 



" S.D. 

.8 
.8 
.9 
1.1 
.9 

.8 
1.0 



TABLE 20: 



Norms for all courses of the .400 LEVEL, irrespective of class size, course type, or 
faculty rank for 8 consecutive quarters. (C = number of courses, S = number of students) 



ERiC 



33 



ro 
ro 



34 





Fall '73 


Win '74 


Spr '74 


Sum '74 


Pall '74 


Win -'75 


spr '75 


Sum '75 


.COURSE LEVEL 


500 

C 426 
S 5703 


500 

C 212 
S 2997 


500 . 

C 165 i 
S 2171 . 


500 ^ j 

83 • 1 
S 1128 • J 


500 1/ 

C 436 ' 

S 5962 ; 


500 

C 225 
S 3467 ; 


500 

' C 177 
S 2180 


500 1 

C 113 
S 145^ 


Instructor Xnvolvtrwnt 
Student Interest 
Student-Instructor Interaction 
Course Demands 
Course Organisation 

Porcaivod Com;>etence 
Tcachinq Effectiveness 


M. S.D. 

1.7 ■ .9 

1.8 .9 

1.9 1.0 
3.5 ^.1 
2.1 1.0 

1.5 .8 
1.9 1.1 


M , .*^.D. 

1.7 ■ .8 

1.8 .9 

1.8 .9 

3.5 1.1 

2.1 '■'l.O . 

1.6 .8 

1.9 1.0 


1.8 .9 

1.8 .9 

1.9 .9 
3.5 . 1.1 
2.1 1.0 

1.7 .9 

'2.0 1.1 


K \ s,Dr^;| 

1.5 -7/; 

1.7 .8 

1.6 .8 
3.6 1.1 * 
2.0 1.0 

1.5 ■ .8 

1.6" .9 


H ■ \ ; 

1.7 .8. 
1.^5 .9 

1.8 .9 
3.6 .1.1\ 
2.1 1.0 

1.5^ .8 

1.9 1.0 


M S.D. 

1.8' ,.9 
1.9 .9 
1.8 1.0 

3.6 l-.O 
2.1 1.1 

r 

1.7 .9 
2.0 1.2 


M ■ S;D; 

1.7 .8 • 

1.8 .9 

1.8 .9 . 

3.5 1.1 
2.1 .1.0 

1.6 .8 

1.9 1.0 


M • S.D. 

1.6 ' .8 
1.8 .8 
1.8 .9. 
3.6 1.1 
2.0 1.0 

i-.s .a. 1 

1.8 1.0 • 



TABLE 21: Nonns for all courses of the 500 LEVEL, 
faculty rank for 8 consecutive quarters 



(C = number of courses, S = number of students) 



ERIC 



COURSE LEVEL 



Instructor Involveinent 
Student Interest 
Student-Instructor Interaction 
Course Demands 
Course Organisation 

i*orcelvod Competence 
Teaching Kfc'fcctiveness . 



Fall '73 



C 68 
S 1040 



M 



S.D. 



1.91.7 ' 
1.9 .0 .9 

2.0. 1 
3.4ti^"^l.l 
2.2 t^^ 1.0 

1.9 V-O 

2.1. /^ '-1.1 



Win '74 



1 600 

C 43 
S 639 



M 

1.8 
1.8 
1.8 
3.4 
2.2 

2.0 
2.0 



S.D. 

.9 
- .8 
.8 
1.0 
.9 

1.0 
1.0 



Spr '74 



1 ^00 

C 35 
S 632 



1.9 
1.9 
1.9 
3.3 

2.3 

1*9 
2.0 



S.D. 

1.0 
.8 
.8* 
1.1 
1.0 

1.0 
1.1 



Sum '74 



1 

C 10 ' 
S 86 



M ■ 

1.6 
1.6 
1.7 
3.6 
1.9 

1.5 
1.5 



«&.D. 

" >K 

.8" 
- .8 
1.2 
.9 
.8 
.8 



Fall '74 



t ^00 

C 81 
S.llOl 



x.r 
i.d 

<1.9 
j)C3.6 
<2.2 

1.6 

:i.9 



S.D. 

. -^9 

-h9 

■-1.1 
.9 

4*i;i 



win '75 



L 600 

C 36* 
5 613 



M 



1.7. ■ 

1.7 

1.9 

3 5 1 
1.1 1 



.D. I 

.8 
.7 
»9 
.0 
.0 



1.5 
1.8 



/I 



Spr '75 



> 600 

C 33 
S 414 



1.7 
1.8 
1.7 
3. '6 
2.1" 

1.6 
1.9 



S.D. 

.8 
.8 
.8 
,9 
.9 

«8 

1.0 



Sum '75 



> 600 

C 11 
S 143 



K 

1.5 
1.6 
1.6 
4.0 
1*8 

1.5 
1.5 



S.D. 

!7 
.7 
.8 - 
.9 
.9 

.7- 
.8 



TABLE 22: Norms for all courses of the 600 LEVEL OR 
faculty rank for 8 consecutive quarters. 



ABOVE, irrespective of class size, course type, or 
(C = number of course, S = number of students) 



I 

ro 

Ca) 

I 



36 



i 



K 


Fall '73 


Win '74 


Spr '74 


Slim '74 


Fall^ *74 


Win '75 


Spr. '75 


Sum '75 


FACULTY RANK 


GRADUATE 
ASSISTANT 

C 374 
S 8171 


GRADU vre 

ASSISTANT 

C 181 
S 3516 


*\DUATE 
ISTANTe 

C 135 
S i372 


GRADUATE | 
ASSISTANT 

C. 31 - i 
S 493 ' 


GRAOU^TE 
ASSISTANT , 
1 

C 446 

S 8912 ^ 


GRADUATE i 
ASSISTANT 1 

C 257 

S 5264r 


GRADUATE 
ASSISTANT 

C* 184 
S 3849 


cr<A0UATE : 

ASSISTANT 1 

C 36 } 
S 589 . I 


Instructor Xnvolvcmont 
Student Interest 
Studcnt-lnfitructor InterActlon 
Course DftmAnds 
Cour&o Organization . 

Perceived Competence 
Teaching Effectiveness 


M S.D. 
1-9 .^.9 

2.0 .9 
3-5. .1.1 
2.1;^' .9. 

1,8 ..T .9 
2.0 ,-nX.O 


H S.D. 

1.8 .8 
2.0 .9 

1.9 .9 
3.6 1.0 
2.0 .9 

l.ff .9 
1.8 .9 


. M S.D. 

1.7 .8 
1.9 .8 
1.9 .9 

3.6 1.0 

2.0" ' .8 

1.7 .8 

1 1.7. .9** 


H 1 S.D. 1 

1.8 .9 1 
2.0 .9 1 

1.9 .9 . 
3.6 1.1 
2.0 • 1.0 

1.8 .9 
1.8 .9 


.H S.O. 

1.9 -1*9 
2.1-*- -H.O 1 

2.0 ^.0 • : 

3.5 , 1.1 
2.1- •^.9'. 

1.8 ..ST 
^2t0 ri.l 


M S.D. 

l.B .9 
1.9 .9 

r.9 .9 

3.5 1.1 
2.0 • .9 • 

1.8 .9 

1.9 1.0 


M S.D. 

1.9 .9 
2.0 .9 
2.0 .9 
3.5 . 1.0 1 
2.0 .9 1 

1.8 :9 f 


•M S.D. 

1.7 .8 i 

1.8 .e ^ 

1.0 .9 * 

3.5 1.1 ; 

1.:! ■ .9 ' 

1.7 .e 



TABLE 23; 



Nonns for all courses taught Dy bKAuurtit rtDoiomnio, 

or course level for 8 consecutive quarters. (C = number of course. S = number^of students) 



ERIC 





Fall '73 


Win '74 


Spr '74 


Sum "74 


Fall ^74 


Win '75 


Spr '75 


Sum '75 


FACULTY RANK 


INSTRUCTOR 

C 148 
S 2861 


INSTRUCTOR 

C 80 
1^89 ' 


INSTRUCTOR 

C 62 
. S 1343 


INSTRUCTOR 

C^ .22 
S 368 


INSTRUCTOR 

C 135 
S 2715 ■ 


INSTRUCTOR 

C 77 ... 
S 1652- 


INSTRUCTOR . 

f C 62 
S 1135 


INSTRUCTOR 

C 24 

S 435 


Instructor Xnvolvcwont 
icuUent Intoroot 
Scudont-Instructor Interaction 
Course Demands 
Couruo Organization 

Perceived CoiRpetcnce 


M S.O. 

1.8 .9 

1.9 .9 
1.9 .9 
3.5 1.1 
2.1 1.0 

1.7 . .9 
1.9 1.0 


M S.O. 

1.7 .8 

1.8 -.9 
U9 .9 
3.4 1.1 
2.0 .9 

1.7 .8 

1.8 1.0 


H S.D. 

1,7 .8 
1.0 .8 
1.9 .9 
3.5 1.1 
2.0 1.0 

1.7 ' .8 
1.7 .9* 


K 8.0. 

1.7 . .8 .1 

1.8 .8 1 

1.9 .9 : 
3.4 1.1 . 
2.0 ' .9 : 

,1 

1.9 ■ .8 ■' 
1.9 • .9 


H S.O. 

l.t .9. 
1.9 . .9 
2.0 1.0 

3.5 i:i 

2.i' 1.0 

1.8 • .9' 
2.0 1.1 


H S.D. 

1.8 .9 

1.8 .'9 

1.9 .9 
3.5 1.1 
2.0 .9 

I.a .9 

1.9 1.1 


H S.D. 

1.8 .9 
\.9 *9 
2.0 1.0 
3.6 1.0 
2.0 , .9 

1.8- 1.0 


H S.O. : 

1.8 .9 
2.0 1.0 

2.0 .9 
3.5 1.1 

2.1 1.0 ' 

1.8 " 1.0 


T^Arh^n^ !:ffgci:tvcne?>9 







TABLE 24: 



o 



Norms for all courses taught by 
class size, or course level for 
students) 



I 1 ujr i. ■ • - • - 

8 consecutive quarters. (C = number of courses, S = .lumber of 



I 



FACULTY RANK 



Ir.structor Involvement 
.:tudcnt Interest 
•;tudcnt-Initructor Interaction 
Course Donands 
course Organitation 

To rcol vod Covpetcncfl 



Fall '73 


Win '74 


Sor '74 


gum '74 


Fall '74 


Win '75 


Spi '75 


Sum '75 


ASSISTANT 
PROFESSfR 1 

C 63B I 


. ASSiSTAKr ) 

*PP.OFES''»OR 1 
1 

C 378 ' 1 


" ASSISTANT ; 
PROCESSOR i 

C 3iS 
S 6316 


ASSISTANT I 
PROFESSOR - ; 

. c 104 
s 1674 


ASSISTANT ] 
PROFESSOR' j 

• S 12182 


ASSISTANT ^ 
PBOrESiDR j 

. c 334 : 

S 7572 


ASSr^ANT / 
PBOrESSOR ^ 

' c 29^ ; 

.S 599i^ 


ASSISTANT « 
PROrESSOR 

C 89 
*S 1549 . 


S 13883 

M S.O. j 

1.8 .9 

1.9 .9 
2.01 it 1.0 

3.5 l.X 
2.1 . 1.0 • 

1.6 .0 
1.9 1*1 


M S.D. ' 

1.8 .8 

1.9 .9 
1.9 .9 . 
3.4 1.1 
2.0 .9 

1.6 .8 
1.9 1.0 _ 


M S.O. 

1.8 .9 
1.9- .9 

1.9 .9 
3.5 1.1 
2.1 • 1.0 

1.7 ■ .9 
.1.9 1.0 


M . S.O. ; 

1.7 . .8 

1.8 .8 

1.9 .9 
3.4 X.l 
2.0 • .5 

1.6 .8 

1.8 * ■^fO'- 


M S.O. ; 

1.8 9 

1.9 .9 

2.0 1.0 
3;5 1.1 

2.1 • i.q 

1.6 

1.9 1.0^ 


M S»0, 

1.7 ,8 
1.9 .9 
1,9 .9 

3.5 1.1 
2.0 . .9 

1.6 .8 • 

1.8 1.0 


1.7 \9 \ 
1.9 .V 
1.9 ' .41 

3.5 JL.1\ 
2.0 .9\ 

1.6 .8 \ 

^,8 1.0 


M S.O. I 

1.7 .9 .! 

1.8 - .'S , 
1.8 • .9 
3.6 1.1 
2.0 ' *1.0 

1.6 .8 



TABLE 25; Norms for all .courses taught by ASSISTANT PROFESSORS, 
size, or course level for 8 consecutive quarters. (C 



irrespective of course 
= number of courses, S 



type, 

number of students) 



ERIC 





Fall '73 


Win '74 


Spr '74 


Sum '74 


Fall '74 


Win '75 


Spr '75 


Sun^ *75 ' 

ASSOCIATE 


FACULTY RANK 


ASSOCIATE 
PROrCSSOR 

C 529 

S 11275 v/ 


■ X5S6eiATE"" 

PROFESSOR 

C 219 
S 4510 


ASSOCIATE 
PRC/FESSO:i 

C 156 
S 2961 


ASSOCIATE 
PROFESSOR 

C 66 

S 978 " 


ASSOCIATE 
PHOFESSOR 

C.466 ^ 

• S 9825 


ASSOCIATE 
PROFESSOR 

C 243 

S 5931 


ASSOCIATE 
PROFESSOR 

C 217 
S 4892 


PROFESSOR 

C 101 
S 1595 


instructor Involvement 
Utudent Interest 
Studcnt^lnitructor Irterr.ctlon 
Course Octnands 
Course Organ Izstion 

Perceived Coffpstance 
ToAchtno Effectiveness 


M S.O. 

1.8 .9 

1.9 ^ .9 
■2.1 n'fl.O 

3.5 1.1 
2.1 1.0 

1.6 .S 
1.9 1.1 


M S.O. 

1.8 .9 

1.9 .9 1 

2.0 1.0 
3.4 1.1 

2.1 .9 

1.6^ . .8 
1.9 1.1 i 


M 5.0. 
1.8 .9 

;..9 .9 

2.0 1.0 
3.4 1.1 

2.1 .9 

1.7 .9 
2.0 1.1 


M 5.0. 

1.5 .7 

1.7 .8 

1.8 .e . 

3.6 1.1 1 

1.9 .9 , 

1.5 . .7 

1.6 .8 


H fl.O. 

1.7- .B 
1.9 .9 
2.0 1.0 
3.6 1.1 
2.0 .9 

1.5 .7 
1.8 - 1.0 


M S.O. 

1.8 .9 

1.9 .9 
' 2.1 1.0 

3.5 1.1 
2.1 1.0 

1.6 *6 
1.9 1.1 


M S.D. 

1.9 .9 

2.0 .9 

2.1 1.0 

3.5 1.1 
2.1 .9 

1.6 *8 

2.0 1.1^. 


M ^.0. 

1.7 W- 
US .8^ 
1.9 .9 \ 
3.5 1.1 
2.0 .9 

1.5 .7 

1.8 _XJ?_ 



TABL£ 26; 



Norms for 
« 

or course 



all courses 
level for 8 



taught by 
consecuti 



ASSOCIATE F 
ve quarters, 



(C = number of courses, S = number of students) 



I 

I 



4U 



FACUtrV RANK 



Instructor Involvement 
Student interest 
Student-Instructor Interaction 
Course Domandt 
Course Organization 

Porcoived Competence 
Teaching Ef fectivenesa 



Fall '73 



PROFESSOR 

C 399 * 
S 8620 



1/ 



M 



S.D.. 



1.8 .9 

1.9 . .9 
2.2. 1.0 
3.5 l.J 
2.1 1.0 

1.5 
2.0 



.8 
1.1 



Win '74 


Spr '74 


Sum '74 


Fall '74 


Win '75 


spr •75 


Sum '75 


PROFESSOR 1 
C ' 187 • . 


PROFESSOR . 

C 129 

5 2d^/ 


professor' 

C 48 . 

S 818 • 


professor j 

C 471 J 
S 9440 


PROFESSOR 

. C 177 
S'3908 . . 


PROFESSOR . 

C 160 

S 3174 1 


PROFESSOR 

C 58 
S 848 


4383 
M S.D. 

1.9 .9 

2.0 1.0 
2.2 "1.0 
3.4 1.1. 

2.1 1.0 

1.7 .9 
2.1 1.1 


M S.D. 

1.9 .9. 

2.0 .9 

2.1 1.0 
3.5 1.1 

2.2 1-0 

1.7 .9 
2.0 1.1 


M . S,D. 

1.7 ,8 
1.7 .8 
2.0 1.0 
3.5 1.1 
2.0 1.0 

1.5 .8 
1.7 .9 i_ 


M ' S.D. * 

1.8 ' .9 ^ 

1.9 .9 ' 
2,). -fl.O 
3.5 1.1 
2.0 .9 

1.5 .8 . 
1.9 1.1. 


M S.D, 

lj.8 ,9 
1.9 ,9 
2.1 1.0 

3.5 1.1 
2,1 1.0 

1.6 ,8 
1.9 1.1 


M * S.D, 

1.9 .9 ■ 
1.9 .9 
2.1 1.0 
3.5 1.1 
2.1 1.0 

1.5 .8 . ' 

2.0 lA 


H • S.D. 

1.7 .8 . 

1.8 .9 

1.9 .9 
3.6 1.1 
2.0 .9 

1.5 .8 

I 1,8 1.0 



TABLE 27: Noniis for all courses taught by PROFESSORS, irrespective of course type, class size, or 
course level for 8 consecutive quarters. (C = number of courses. S = number of students) 



FACULTY RANK 



Inttnictcr Involvement 
8cudcnt Interest 
Studunt.'-Instructor Interaction 
CoursQ- Demands 
Coui;t;o Organization 

Perceived Competence 
T.nrhing Ef foctiveneas 

... ^X,^^^^^-^ • L- 



Fall '73 



OTHER 

C 19 
S 270 



M S.D. 


M 


S.D 


1.7 '"'.0 


1.5 


*.6 


1.9 ' /'^ .9- 


1.7 


.8 


1.8 ,'■.9 


1.6 


.7 


3.7 f ^^1.1 


3.1 


1.2 


2.3, c, 1.0 


X.9 


.8 


1.8 W '9 


1.5 


.7 


2.0 /M-1.1 


1.6 


.8 



Win '74 



Spr '74 



OTHER 



110 



OTHER 

C 6 
S 20S 



M 

1.7 
1.8 
1.7 
3.4 

2'. 2 

1.9 
1.8 



S.D. 

.8 
.7 
.8 
1.0 
.9 

1.0 
1.0 



Sura '74 



OTHER 

'c ? 

S 21' 



M 

1.8. 

1.5 . 

2.6 

2.3 

2.2 
2.2 



S.D. 

.8 
.9 
.6 
1.4 
.9 

1.0 
1.2 



TA8LE 28: Norms for all courses taught by faculty with OTHER 
Irrespective of course type, class size, or course 
(C = number of courses, S = number cf students) 



ranks, such as Visiting 
level for 8 consecutive 



Professor, etc, 
quarters. 









Fall *74 


Win '75 


Spr '75 


Sum '75 


OTHER 

, w 
1 C 4'» • 
S 917 ^ 


. OTHER 

C 15. 
S 227 


. OTHER 

C 20 
S 268 


OTHER 

C 3 
S 43 


M S.D, 

1.8 /,9 

yi,9-h' *9 
*2,0 - U.O 
>e3.5 -1.1 
^2.2'^'n.O 

1.7 -^.9 

X2.0 n.i 


H S»D. 

1,7 \9 
1.7 .8 
1.9 1.0 

3.5 1.2 
2.1 1.0 

1.6 ^8 
1.9 1.1 


H S,D. 

1.8 • .3 
•1.9 .9 

1.7 .9 
3.6 • 1*1 

1.9 .8 

1.8 .9 


H S.D. 

1.4 . .6 
1.6- 

.1.5 .7 
4.0 . .9 
1.7 .8 

1.5 .6 
LJ-5 



I 

ro 
I 



Instructor 
Involvement 

Student 
Interest 

Student-Instructor 
Interaction 

Course 
^ Demands 
% 

Course 
Organization 



Perceived 
Competence 

Teaching 
Effectiveness 



Grand Mean 
Of SIRS 
Factors 



SC LL . S , 

1.78 1.90 1.65 

1.92 1.99 1.77 
1.96 2.27 1.63 
3.50 3.38 3.71 
2.06 2.09 2.06 

1.61 1.65 1.58 

1.91 1.99 1.74 

1.93 2.06 1.78 



COURSE TYPES 

IT AT(NC) AT(CAI) 

1.55 2.17 1.95 

1.56 2.08 . 2.05 
1.75 2.31 1.99 
2.98 3.42 3.48 
1.89 2.11 1.92 

1.38 1.88 1.75 

1.58 2.39 1.98 

1.69 2.17 1.98 



L PE -EBL 

1.91 1.60 1.64 

1.91 1.78 1.77 

2.03 2.05 1.81 

3.54 ,3.82 3.75 

2.16 1.87 2.13 

1.81 1.51 1.59 

1.97 1.60 r.78 

2.00 1.82 1.84 



TABLE 29: Weighted mean ratings for all COURSE TYPES averaged across eight academic quarte 



CLASS SIZES 



(1) (2-10) ^ (11-40) (41-60) (61-100) (G.T. 100) 

Instructor 

Involvement 1.86 1.62 1.77 1.82 1.84 ' 1.93 

Student * 

Interest 1.96 1-70 1.90 1.95 1.99 2.03 

Student- Instructor ' ^ 

Interaction 2.02 1.73 1.92 ' 2.03 2.08 2.38 

Course 

Demands 3.41 3.71 3.55 3.46 3,39 3.39 

Course 

Organization 2.17 1.99 2.06 2.05 2.08 2.11 



Perceived 

Xompetence 1.70 1.48 1.63 1.65 1.68 1.64 

Teaching 

Effectiveness 2.03 1.73 1.88 1.92 1.94 2.00 

Grand Mean 
Of SIRS 

Factors 2.00 1.76 1.91 1.96 2.00 2.11 



TABLE 30: Weighted mean ratings -.or ^11 CLASS SIZES averaged across eight academic quarters. 



Instructor 
Involvement 

Student 
Interest 

Student- Instructor 
Interaction ' 

Course 
Demands 

■ Course 
Organization 



(100) 
1.86 
2.05 
2.20 
3.54 
2.00 



COURSE LEVELS 

(200) (300) (400) , (500) (GT 600) 

1.81 1.75 1.71 1.77 

1.91 1.88 1.81 1.81 

2.01 1.93 1.82 1.87 

3.49 3.52 3.54 3.50 

2.08 2.^10 2.09 2.16 



1.82 
1.96 
2.02 
3.50 
2.09 



I 

ro 
I 



Perceived 
Competence 

-Teaching 
Effectiveness 

Grand Mean 
Of SIRS 
factors 



1.65 



1.89 



2.03 



l.f9 



1.88 



1.97 



1.63 



1.93 



1.95 



1.6(r 1.56 



1.92 



1.92 



1.90 



1.86 



1.73 



1.93 



1.90 



ERIC 



TABLE 31: Weighted mean ratings for all COURSE LEVEL averaged across eight academic quarters. 



4: 



48 



Instructor 
Involvement 

Student 
Interest 



Grad^^ 
1.85 

2.02 




Stujlent- 1 nstructor 
Interaction 1.96 

-^Coucse 
'OBmahds 



Course 
Organization 



3.52 
2.05 



FACULTY RANKS 



Instructor Asst. Prof. Assoc. Prof. 



1.77 
1.86 
1.94 
3.49 
2.05 



1.77 
1.89 
1.94 
3.49 
2.06 



1.77 
1.90 
2.04 
3.51 
2.06 



Professor Other 
1.82 1.74 



1.91 
2.13 
3.49 
2.07 



1.85 
1.85 
3.54 
2.13 



Perceived 

Competence 1.79 
Teaching 

Effectiveness y 1.92 

Grand Mean 
Of SIRS 

Factors 1.97 



1.76 



1.90 



1.90 



1.61 



1.87 



1.91 



1.58 



1.88 



1.94 



1.55 
1.96 

1.98 



1.72 
1.93 

1.89 



TABLE 32: Weighted mean ratings for all FACULTY RANKS averaged across eight academic quarters. 



J ■ 
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